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the actions of all its parts, and that all bodies being made tip 
of similar homogeneous atoms would behaye alike. For a generali- 
zation contrary to the one stated above would permit any single 
and simple equation summarizing the behavior of matter, modeled 
after a large number of diverse facts. That is the reason why the 
statistical method as employed in science is so fruitful, it always 
supplies to mathematics the indispensable models, which are con- 
structed on the basis of observable facts which really are the "mean 
numbers. ' ' 

Again it is mathematical theory which can bring together under 
a single generalization the crude facts of isolated experience so dif- 
ferent in type as, e.g., the motion of solid bodies, of light, of sound, 
or of matter. 

If the main business of physics (or natural science in general) is 
to discover and describe the order characteristic of its subject mat- 
ter, to describe the past and to predict the future with a certain 
amount of accuracy, then it is legitimate for physics (or science in 
general) to assume that bodies are functions of their minute units. 
and that the behavior of a body is the resultant of or a function of 
the behavior of its units, or that a number of isolated facts can be 
expressed by a single equation even though this mathematical equa- 
tion be based upon a model arrived at by a "mean number" sta- 
tistically derived from observed facts of nature. 

A. J. Snow. 

TJNIVEESITT op PiTTSBTJEeH. 



REVIEWS AND ABSTRACTS OP LITERATURE 

Implication and Linear Inference. Bernard Bosanqxtet. London : 

Macmillan and Co. 1920. Pp. ix -f- 180. 

It is fabled of the hoop-snake that once upon a time he grew 
discontented with that linear mode of progression so long affected 
by his ancestors. Thereupon he took the tip of his tail in his 
mouth, thus producing in his form that endlessness which is the 
essence of the good infinite and proceeded to roll like a hoop. So 
alarming was the nimbleness to which he now attained, that he 
threatened to become the terror of man and beast. Happily for the 
rest of creation, he chose to attempt the ultimate mountain heights, 
where the roads are narrow and tortuous. And there it came about, 
that the very impetuousness of his velocity caused him to skid on 
an awkward curve, and he tumbled afar into the abyss. 

We have before us a volume of hoop-snake logic. Our author 
is critical of the linear "bead-theory" of deduction, which has been 
the dominant one in the development of deductive logic, and which 
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hangs a random bunch of axioms or postulates in mid-air, without 
any further visible means of support, and depends therefrom a 
loose-waving string of deduced theorems. Our author would have 
every train of deduction be like the lines in a well-composed paint- 
ing, never losing itself over the borders of the frame, but rather 
leading the eye always sweeping back to the centers of interest. He 
would leave no loose ends. He would, on the one hand, assume no 
axiom as evident in itself alone. Yet neither, on the other hand, 
would he leave anything finally hypothetical. The deductions 
would support the principles, as the principles the deductions. 
Each partial system would, as a whole, fall into its place in a larger 
system, and this into a larger system still, until all were bound to- 
gether in that widest, yet unified, circle and synthesis which is the 
categorical system and totality of all truth — ^wherein the hoop-snake, 
having finally swallowed himself, would be transformed into a 
beatific vision. 

To remind ourselves that this point of view is not altogether 
novel, let us recall a well-known passage from Carlyle : ' ' Our Pro- 
fessor's method is not, in any case, that of the common-school 
Logic, where the truths all stand in a row, each holding by the 
skirts of the other ; but at best that of practical Reason, proceeding 
by large Intuition over whole systematic groups and kingdoms; 
whereby, we might say, a noble complexity, almost like that of 
Nature, reigns in his Philosophy, or spiritual Picture of Nature: a 
mighty maze, yet, as faith whispers, not without a plan. ' ' 

Obviously such a book as that of Mr. Bosanquet's, though read- 
ably enough written, will appeal less to the beginner in logic than 
to the special student, whether in logic or metaphysics, whose pre- 
vious thought, and previous acquaintance with the wide range of 
authors criticized, will give him some check on, and some estimate 
concerning, the force of the argument here presented. In many of 
these matters a hair-line is all that separates the true and the false. 
The exact nuance is everything. Yet a reviewer is expected to speak 
as one having authority, saying, ' ' Here and here all competent stu- 
dents will admit that our author is wrong." I choose rather to write 
in the first person, as one diffident and tentative, saying only, "Thus 
at the moment it appears to me." 

Realism and idealism, in the philosophical as opposed to the 
literary sense, differ, I suppose, with primary regard to the place 
or centrality they respectively give to mind in the world. Only a 
few years since we were hearing much from realists called new, who 
would bring the mind more abroad among things than the older, 
but by no means obsolete, dualistic realism. Perhaps we might 
venture to say that new realists and idealists are alike in this, that 
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they are both mentally out of their heads, though what in the new 
realist is but an eccentricity of the ego, becomes with the idealist 
a megalomania. But when you come down to arguing the pros and 
cons of this sort of question, it has a way of transforming itself 
into prior questions. These latter turn out to be questions rather 
of principles of logic, wherein nothing is apparently even hinted 
at concerning the nature of mind. The idealists are pretty uni- 
formly characterized by this, that they place the whole always 
prior to the part. A consistent idealism seems necessarily to turn 
into absolutism. The realist is led to say, on the contrary, that the 
whole presupposes its parts, and there is self-contradiction in 
defining the parts in terms of that whole which contains them, for 
the latter can not exist till the parts of it are one and all present. 
I admit there are those who dismiss the question with a remark that 
the whole-part relation is not objective. But they are either en- 
dorsing the idealist position, or affirming a belief in nominalism — 
which latter belongs pretty largely to another order of consider- 
ations altogether. So our dichotomy remains exhaustive. 

Among English writers, the supreme work of idealistic logic is 
still Mr. F. H. Bradley's Principles of Logic. Bradley is too mod- 
est in his ascription of superiority to Bosanquet's subsequent 
logical writings, as Bosanquet would probably be among the first to 
admit. Bradley 's own later book. Appearance and Reality, has been 
more widely read, and the ironical skepticism by which Bradley has 
there accomplished what some have called "the disappearance of 
reality " has perhaps done more to discredit metaphysical ideal- 
ism in the present generation than was effected by any hostile critic 
of idealism whomsoever. I can not help thinking that the Bradley 
of Appearance and Reality has seen more clearly whither those 
fascinating and plausible doctrines of the Princi/ples of Logic were 
leading than has the less skeptical Bosanquet. Be this as it may, 
few who have carefully studied Bradley in his logical masterwork 
seem to have ever been able again to shake off the grip of his in- 
fluence. Overeager is Bradley at times to bolster up some foregone 
thesis, but he is genuinely empirical too, and willing to show on oc- 
casion a scupulous respect for fact, such as I have not always ob- 
served in those system-scouting gentlemen, who, dismissing Bradley 
as of course a tissue of a priori constructions, thereupon regularly 
preface each new outpouring of their own a priori ideas by the re- 
assurance that they are experimentalists and pragmatists, unwashed 
empiricists, racy of the soil of reality. 

Bradley's theory of judgment, as is well known, makes every 
judgment the affirming that a certain predicate applies to a subject, 
emphatically insisting, however, that the subject in question has 
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ceased to be the usual grammatical subject, and has become the com- 
mon subject of all judgments, namely. Reality itself. If you say, 
"Smith hates Jones," you really assert, "Reality is 'Smith hating 
Jones.' " But, of course, this is not quite true, for Reality is this 
and a great deal more besides; and you must hasten to complete 
this judgment by telling more fully what Reality is, lest you be 
caught speaking half-truths. And then this judgment begins to fuse 
with other judgments, which have also started along the same road 
towards completing themselves, and you find no place for pause 
short of a synthesis of all judgments into one grand predicate, the 
explication of the absolute totality. Since there is only one Reality, 
there can be truly only one judgment and one act of knowledge. 

It would be a long task to criticize this theory in all its bearings. 
I restrict myself to a mere suggestion. Personally I should like 
always to use "real" as a predicate, and never as a subject. The 
nearest to the Bradley inversion that I would care to make, would 
be to turn "Smith hates Jones," not into "Reality is such that 
Smith hates Jones," but into "There is a complex which is real, 
such that ' Smith hates Jones ' describes in part this complex." 
Whether or no metaphyical monism be true, the question before us 
concerns what we really do mean when we judge. It seems to me 
unmistakable that at the core of our actual judgments there is 
always a specific and limited objective reference. We are intending 
to characterize, not all Reality, but some specific bit that is real. 
But is not ' ' all Reality ' ' there, in the background, like the chorus in 
an opera? So Mr. Bosanquet thinks. We may be so sure, for in- 
stance, of an implication or other bit of knowledge, that we venture 
to say, "If that is not true knowledge, nothing else is," just as we 
might also say, "If that is not so, I'll eat my hat." Mr. Bosanquet 
ignores the metaphysical implications of the latter statement, and 
concentrates on the former, which he neatly transforms into, ' ' That 
is to say, an implication rightly judged is guaranteed by the whole 
system of reality. ' ' We may all admit that where there is a system, 
there is the possiblity of guarantees by deduction. But whether 
"all Reality" is a system tight enough to guarantee anything 
specific, seems to me most dubious. And in any case, the specific 
reference is one thing, the guarantee another. 

But this is, then, to fall back into the exploded correspondence 
theory of truth ? I shall admit it, yes. I admit it because I am one 
who believes there are numerous different acts of knowledge, and 
not one supreme act of knowledge that somehow exists in various 
mutilated editions. I hold that two minds may exist which know 
the same thing to the same extent and yet are not in so far forth 
identical. To believe this is to be a realist ; to deny it is to be an 
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idealist like Mr. Bosanquet. I think it can be proved that other 
sorts of idealists are inconsistent. As a realist, I am crude, and 
superficial, and naive enough to believe, that if I now judge, let us 
say, that "Confucius was a wise man," what makes my judgment 
true is not its coherence with other judgments of mine, but is some 
sort of correspondence with the actual career of a certain benevolent 
gentleman who lived on the other side of the earth these many 
years ago. It seems to me just plain nonsense to call this knowledge 
of mine timeless, or to call it not mine — and I had rather be naive 
than nonsensical. I am well aware that mighty arguments have 
been marshalled against such a crass dualism, arguments that have 
ranged from lofty assertion down to withering contempt. I admit 
that all proof I can ever hope to get for the truth of my judgment 
about Confucius must consist in its coherence with other now pres- 
ent, or some day to be present, contents of my knowledge, and this 
coherence is my working criterion and guarantee of such truth. Why, 
then, not drop this irrational yearning after correspondence with 
something unreachable, and retain only the internal coherence? To 
this I reply that Confucius is not unreachable. It is through my 
knowledge that I reach him. He is what my knowledge is about. 
But just because I reach him only through this knowledge, and in 
so far as it reaches him and is adequate to him, and I have otherwise 
no hold upon him, therefore I can not set him on one side, and 
knowledge on the other, and compare. In this sense the test of 
knowledge must lie within knowledge itself. But what is there 
wonderful in this? 

My knowledge must not, however, even at its best, be identified 
with the existence of the object known. Not only does this follow 
from the proposition laid down above, that there can be two distinct 
knowledges of the same thing, but there are other reasons perhaps 
more obvious. Knowledge can not be so much creative of the thing 
itself but that error is possible and ignorance is possible. The 
erroneousness of error simply can not be merely partialness. I am 
willing to grant to Mr. Bosanquet that every false judgment con- 
tains some inkling of the truth. But the error part of it is a specific 
wrong combination. The "right combination in the wrong place" 
is just a plain wrong combination. But more difficult still is it for 
a strict coherence theory to explain how ignorance is possible. On 
a strict coherence theory we ought to be ignorant of nothing, for 
that of which we are ignorant is surely dualistically apart from us, 
and by this theory such can not be. The idealist in Berkeley 's dia- 
logue replies to the suggestion of a tree in the desert of which no 
one is thinking, by remarking that his interlocutor had to think of 
it even in adducing the example. Doubtless, if I were an idealist, 
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I should be convinced by this clever fallacy. And because I should 
try to be a consistent idealist, I should go on to prove, in the same 
manner, to any doubting Hylas, that he was not so ignorant as he 
had modestly supposed. I should say to him, with a malicious 
gleam in my eye, "TeU me what you are ignorant of." I should 
then trumphantly point out, that since he had told me just what 
it was, he was obviously not ignorant of it. But if he rashly told 
me he did not know what he was ignorant of, then, as a good idea- 
list, I should indeed have him at a disadvantage. Was he not him- 
self admitting he did not know what he was talking about ? — Alas ! 
the facts break in upon our dialectic. We are ignorant of many 
things. When we learn of them our knowledge must therefore be 
something superadded. It may make a difference. But then the 
difference made is a superadded difference. Ignorance and error are 
facts. I regret they are. But I can not accept a theory that leaves 
them out of account, and that is what the coherence theory does. 

Though I hold that the idealist coherence theory of truth does 
not correspond to our most ordinary ideas of truth, I should also 
wish to insist that it does correspond to certain conunon and useful 
notions about the truth. If we are aiming at truth, and truth only, 
in single propositions, then we may run a better chance of hitting 
it if we make our statements as vague and indefinite as possible. 
Every finite statement, say Bosanquet and Bradley, can be true only 
under conditions not explicitly mentioned. To this we might reply 
that the further statement, "There are conditions under which this 
first statement is true," must be true absolutely. Pretty clearly, 
however, if we are sincerely in search of knowledge, it would be bet- 
ter, as a mere consideration of good method, to say : ' ' Rather than 
rest on truistic generalities, let us take the risk of error. What we 
seek is not merely truth, but the whole truth ; the more complete and 
precise, the better. By being indefinite, I can avoid error, but at the 
same time I avoid knowledge." In thus welcoming the idealist call 
for the "whole truth," I can not see that one is in the least com- 
mitted to the further metaphysical thesis that the whole world is one 
unified and necessary system, and any isolated part must be a " false 
abstraction." In any kind of a world where truth was good, it 
would be desirable to seek more of it. 

I like, indeed, to consider systems quite as well as does Mr. 
Bosanquet. But here again is a fundamental difference of idealist 
and realist points of view. Mr. Bosanquet 's idea of system is drawn 
from the Hegelian notion of the "concrete universal." Thus he 
is led to emphasize the concepts of identity and difference, rather 
than the concept of relatedness. For instance, the system of colors 
has an underlying identity. It will be noted that, though they seem 
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to start as strictly coordinate, the idealist's "identity" always 
turns out to "underlie" the " difiference. " The identity in the color 
system is ' ' color, ' ' which is differentiated into reds and blues. But 
it is not as if one could pick out "color" and leave the red behind, 
or pick out the red and leave mere ' ' color. ' ' Well and good for this 
illustration. But I do not think that such examples, with their 
peculiar emphasis on identity and difference, are at all typical of 
systematic relationships. They lead Mr. Bosanquet, for instance, 
to think of geometry as differentiations within an identity — namely, 
space. The result is a bewildering discrepancy between his ideas 
of geometrical form and those of almost all contemporary geometers. 
An identity-difference analysis is, I suppose, abstractly possible in 
almost any sphere. But except where we are dealing with hier- 
archies of concepts, I see no reason to believe that it is ever the most 
fundamental or most illuminating analysis. And to fail to differ- 
entiate it from a genuinely relational analysis, confounding the two 
under the common rubric, "system," is to me nothing but blur and 
confusion. That confusion is the very cornerstone of idealistic 
logic. 

Such insistence upon an "identity in difference" analysis of 
systems, plus the claim that any part of a whole taken in isolation 
is a "false abstraction," results, as one consequence, in a denial, 
not merely of the adequacy of ordinary deductive systems, but of 
the very possibility of considering "logical form" in any isolation 
whatsoever. And this in turn has another further consequence, 
less obvious but of immense metaphysical importance. It makes the 
world as it now is, necessary, by destroying the legitimacy of even 
discussing the possibility of its being otherwise. Thus we find Mr. 
Bosanquet, in his chapter on "Judgment and Supposition," led by 
the logic of his own position to declare that what we think of as the 
possible is always nothing but just another revelation of the char- 
acteristics of the actual. Mr. Bosanquet tells us, in substance, that 
while you may make a supposition contrary to fact, the instant you 
venture to judge, it is about the actual that you judge. Be it osten- 
sibly concerning the supposition only, nevertheless really you infer 
or judge always fact, not supposition. And of facts there are none, 
save the aspects of one Fact — Reality as a concrete whole. He, then, 
who would escape from "the long second-best" of this our actual 
world into fairer realms of the possible and the ideal, will find there 
only a shadow cast on nothingness, the mirage of the prison whence 
he fled. Behold, the actual is the necessary, for there is no other 
save the actual itself again! Nay, why flee? For ajl your wants 
are satisfied by this actual Reality — that is to say, all your reason- 
able wants! Such is the irony of Idealism, that thus transforms 



410 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY 

itself, before our eyes, into an almost brutal actuajism, and bows 
down in reverence before whatever has the good fortune to exist. 

Again full reply is beyond our present compass. Again I can 
only make the confession of faith of a realist who still believes in 
ideals : one who believes that much in this world is contingent, and 
might well be otherwise ; and that it is possible to make true state- 
ments about the ideal, when the ideal does not exist, statements 
that are not queer backhanded ways of characterizing what does 
exist. I am inclined to believe that there are certain formal princi- 
ples of structure to which the world conforms, general types of 
systematic relationship. For example, the so-called "law of con- 
tradiction" is, at last analysis, one such principle. But the "law 
of contradiction" that gets stated in a logic-book is not the principle 
itself, but its representative, a sort of demiurge who descends into 
the realm of language, and tells us how to use symbols. Such ulti- 
mate principles are perhaps unstatable in words. But if so, it is 
not because they are mysteriously ineffable, but because they lie 
deeper than language, deeper than the truth and falsity that words 
express. Every ordinary statement has its possible contradictory. 
But the principles to which I here refer have no possible contradic- 
tories. What meaning could we give, for instance, to an attempt to 
contradict the law of contradiction itself. And so also with the 
other similar principles. Such principles lie deep inwoven into the 
structure of this world. They are the formal characteristics of 
systems. They are not premises of deductions or ordinary axioms. 
They are the ultimate rules according to which the game must be 
played. If you try to evade the rules altogether, you do not play at 
all. You could, however, play another game and keep within these 
same rules. I would not assert that these principles are each " true 
within its own four corners," independently of all else. I believe 
that they are actually embodied in all the warp and woof of this 
world ; and, in addition, I furthermore believe that if any other world 
were real, they would be embodied in it, the very groundwork of its 
texture. "What they would be "in themselves alone," that I know 
not. They are not apart from this world, but they are not exhausted 
in it. They are the basis of fact to which we must appeal when we 
unfold the implications of a supposition. Thus we see that the 
belief in "logical form," and the belief that the possible may be 
possessed of a systematic structure of its own, are mutually inter- 
dependent. 

The idealist declares mind is the greatest thing in the world: 
for where anything is, there it is. It seems to me unlikely that 
everything is known, but I can not disprove it, nor does this matter. 
The serious point of difference is that I would go further than this. 
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and declare the mind is potentially greater than all that is. I say 
the glory of mind is in this-, that where things are not, it yet can 
be, and from outside all that is, it can look back upon what is, and 
if need be, condemn it. I hope I am not here interpreted as declar- 
ing that the mind itself becomes unreal. I am still talking in dual- 
ist terms. The mind has real thoughts, but these may be about the 
unreal, about that which only might be. I would go so far as to 
say that where possibilities are not considered, mind is not. And 
hence, the necessary and self -enclosed system of an Absolute Ideal- 
ism of the Bosanquet type, wherein there are no possibles save the 
actual, — I speak not here of the rather different type illustrated by 
Josiah Royce, — such an Idealism seems to me very near to being 
merely a glorified mechanism, a new naturalism, that uses indeed 
the language of psychology in preference to the language of 
mechanics, but knows not the meaning of mind. I am far from 
agreeing with Mr. Bosanquet that mind is the one self-subsistent, 
self-enclosed thing in the world. I find it rather that thing which 
is the most relative and dependent. But I give it an independence 
he does not give it, for I believe that,, at every step it takes, mind 
transcends the world whence it sprang. The Hegelians well say 
that a thing can only be understood by a mind that contrasts it 
with what it is not. But then they say, also, that the Absolute, the 
living synthesis of all that is, need not be thus compared with 
another which it is not, for within itself it contains what it is not. 
This last phrase is nonsense pure and simple, and the system ends 
in self-contradiction. 

For the sake of a particular emphasis, in the above criticism I 
have rather oversimplified. I have perhaps suggested that all 
systematic relationship is a matter of a few highly formal principles 
or relationship constants. I should prefer to believe, however, that 
such "logical systems" are merely the most general and simple sort 
of systems. Other systems will always illustrate logical systems, but 
will be something more. And from any system you may get a basis 
for discussing the possible — not because the system is "real," but 
because it is a system. I take it that, supposing you placed your- 
self at Mr. Bosanquet 's standpoint, you would consider that you 
approached nearer and nearer to system as you approached concrete 
completeness. Anything less than the concrete whole would be, 
at best, an imperfect system. I should prefer to say rather that 
all systems are abstract, or better, that they each move on a par- 
ticular plane. A tree or a man will belong, in general, to more than 
one system. But a thing will belong to any given system by virtue 
of one of its aspects or qualities, not by virtue of its concrete 
totality. While the single individual thing thus runs perpendicular 
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to systems and ties them together, it does not make them one 
system. Inference is always within a system. From the fact that 
a man is a good citizen, you can not infer how fast he will fall if 
he jumps out the window. In general, no inference can pass merely 
by way of the individual thing, from one system to another. I am 
not denying that certain systems may be otherwise related, but I 
am denying that there is a concrete system of all things. 

While I hope I have already made clear the radical divergence 
between the "identity in difference" analysis that leads to the "con- 
crete universal," and the above sketch of a pluralist theory of 
systems, a further comment may help to show why I think the latter 
more fertile in solving the actual problems we meet. The set of 
scientific laws in a well-differentiated science is a characterization 
of a natural system. There is no a priori reason why there should 
not exist bodies completely characterized by one or two such sets, 
for instance, physical bodies. And furthermore, there is no reason 
why there should not also exist other bodies, such as organisms, 
behaving as accurately in accordance with the laws of physics as do 
sticks and stones, and yet because they belong also to another super- 
posed system, are not predictable in their total behavior so long 
as you consider only physical laws. No one believes that mathe- 
matical laws are broken because objects also obey physical laws, 
or the first law of thermodynamics broken because the same things 
that illustrate it also illustrate the second law. Why then should 
still "higher" systems be supposed to break or nullify the lower? 
The only reason for such a supposition is the confusion between 
the system and its laws and the thing and its total behavior. And 
this confusion is made equally by the mechanist philosopher and 
the devotee of the "concrete universal." Each thinks there is only 
one system; they disagree concerning which it is. 

Implication, Mr. Bosanquet tells us in the present volume, is 
a relation between, or among, the several parts of a system, which 
so ties them together that a change in one part would call forth a 
corresponding, though different, change in the others. It is on the 
basis of such answering of part to part that inference is possible. 
This definition of implication in terms of "potential differences in 
a system" (the terminology is not Mr. Bosanquet 's) is interesting 
for the way in which it introduces the notion of an unreal, but only 
possible, change into the very definition of implication. It is inter- 
esting also for the way in which it makes implication a relation in 
the realm of objects, and not in the more mental realm of truth- 
values of propositions. I suspect, however, that Mr. Bosanquet 
would feel rather shocked at my perverse selection of points of 
interest. Mr. Bosanquet might much prefer to stress the sym- 
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metrical character of implication: when A changes, B does; and 
when B changes, A does. Now, in spite of the many examples Mr. 
Bosanquet has scattered through all his logical writings, I see no 
good reason for believing that implication is thus symmetrical. I 
am unable to see why A and B might not be so related that when 
A changed, B did, but A did not always change when B did, and B 
was not analyzable into factors, one of which changed only when A 
did. In such a case we should say B implied A, but not vice versa. 
And I am unable to see that a system of such implications is any 
worse system for that fact. A classification of systems into perfect 
and imperfect on this basis is one I should certainly reject. But 
here again we face fundamental disagreements, and the full discuss- 
ion would be a long story. 

One aspect of the general problem we should not, however, omit. 
The unsymmetrical implications which are relations between truth- 
values of propositions in an ordinary deductive arrangement are 
certainly subject to peculiar paradoxes. Mr. Bosanquet thinks 
these puzzles prove that genuine implication is always symmetrical 
and mutual, and that such notions as those of logical independence 
and logical priority are mistaken. To me they seem rather to 
establish that the usual deductive system form is, to no small degree, 
awkward and artificial. For instance, granting unsymmetrical im- 
lication, we should probably say that the implier is dependent, and 
that which is implied is independent. Again, we might say that 
that which is implied is logically prior. But then, in one of the 
usual deductive systems of propositions, the theorems would be in- 
dependent and logically prior to the initial axioms! Or if the 
mechanist says the future is rigidly predictable, that would not be 
because the future is dependent on the present. No, the implier 
is dependent — he must mean that the present is dependent on the 
future ! You can evade these disconcerting paradoxes by throwing 
aside such terms as "logically prior," or "independent." But 
this is a lazy -man's solution. It is much better to grapple with the 
difficulty. A system of propositions must be considered as a de- 
rived and secondary product. Its linear or tree-like arrangement 
may ill represent the actual simultaneous balancing and interplay 
of eight, a dozen, a half-a-hundred interrelated elements and factors 
in an objective system. In emphasizing this inadequacy, Mr. Bosan- 
quet is certainly right. But he would not be willing to follow me 
in some further details, which I shall try to hint at by an example. 

In a system of propositions, deductively arranged, about plane 
geometry, we start with concepts of point, line, plane, etc. Also 
we lay down some conveniently assumed axioms and postulates 
about these. We then proceed to a new synthesis, not really con- 
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tained in our starting-point, such as, for instance, the concept of 
a triangle. The direction of logical dependence is clear enough — 
triangle presupposes straight line, but not vice versa. But once 
given a triangle, there arise a second order of entities, the truths 
about a triangle. These truths may be independent of the accepted 
set of axioms, for they might possibly be dedueible equally well 
from some other set of axioms. But once the triangle is intro- 
duced — though not before — the truth of the set of axioms, as a set, 
becomes now dependent on the truths about the triangle. "We can 
then reason : "If not these truths, then not this set; but this set we 
have accepted, therefore we must accept these truths." The real 
truth-implication is most adequately stated thus in negative or 
reversed form, and runs in the opposite direction from the subse- 
quent inference : "If not g, then not p, but p, therefore g." So in 
truth-values the axiom set is indeed logically dependent on the the- 
orems "deduced." There is no real difficulty here; no necessary 
confusion of sorts of logical dependence. Nothing could be sharper, 
nothing more precise — ^though if one must be an idealist, and 
identify a triangle with the sum of the truths about it, one does 
get into a mess ! The deductive system form is perfectly consistent 
in itself, once you realize that it is, in comparison with the subject- 
matter expounded, somewhat artificial. 

The deductive system form is artificial. Many a reader of 
Spinoza has commented on the artificial form of exposition employ- 
ed in the Ethics. But when it comes to mathematical texts, too few 
readers ever come to appreciate the degree to which mathematical 
exposition is artificial. Axioms, postulates, deduced theorems, come 
even to be taken for the subject itself : that is mathematics, we say. 
Then the formalism, and the frequent arbitrariness of order, make 
a renewed impression on us; and instead of noting that the form 
of exposition is where the arbitrariness resides, we make met- 
aphysical generalizations about mathematics itself — perchance we 
decide that mathematics was made by man, an invention, a tool for 
handling concrete facts, "like a McCormick reaper." And in 
logic, likewise, the same story is repeated. Even so acute a writer 
as Mr. Bertrand Russell not infrequently leaves a careful reader in 
bewilderment whether it is subject-matter or symbols that is in- 
tended. Three-fourths of the work of developing symbolic logic 
has been a partially successful attempt to get the symbols out of the 
way, so that we could look at the subject. As Mr. Russell himself 
remarks, a commutative law in an algebra is simply a negative 
statement to the effect that the order of the symbols is not symbolic, 
does not symbolize anything. And so it even comes about that 
logical form itself is supposed, by some good people, to be forms of 
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words, and we are told that formal reasoning, without considering 
the subject-matter, is impossible — they not perceiving that the 
only form of any significance whatever for validity in deduction is 
the form of the subject-matter itself, its general structural and 
systematic character. One whole school of the very newest logic is 
built up round this misapprehension. In short, the usual deductive 
expository arrangement has repeatedly been openly identified with 
logic, and tacitly identified with mathematics, yet it is after all only 
a mode of didactic exposition. 

In these matters I should be at one with Mr. Bosanquet, if his 
criticism of the linear arrangement of prepositional implications 
was simply a movement towards subject-matter and away from 
arrangements of symbols. But Mr. Bosanquet 's reform is also a 
movement away from specific analysis and particulars, and towards 
totalities and the Absolute. Even here I can follow a little way. 
The synoptic general survey is, as knowledge, not to be condemned. 
It is true, moreover, that the movement of thought actually is from 
wholes to parts and back again to a new survey of the whole, and 
not from step to step of well-ordered deduction. Deductions all in 
a row look well in a book, but they are not the way we think. De- 
duction is a sort of check on thinking, like "casting out the nines" 
in arithmetic. Is, then, all thinking inductive? That depends on 
what you mean by induction. Induction is a term that has become 
almost useless through being used in two quite contrasted senses. 
On the one hand, it is applied to the collecting of cases of a particu- 
lar specified kind. On the other hand it is applied to the whole 
process by which a realm of knowledge is "whipped into shape." 
Books on induction soon get over the latter subject : the inductions 
are not merely collections of cases, they are analyses of cases, and 
deductions come in tb help the process on, including Mill's methods, 
which are as deductive as syllogisms, and — . But just here some 
one interrupts, and declares that all that is sound in this induction 
is deduction; the rest is "lucky guesses." Inductive inference does 
not exist. But it would be equally fair, or unfair and rather more 
enlightening, to declare that deduction is nonexistent. All thinking 
is inductive in this sense, that it is not an inference from next to 
next on a level of noetic perfection; it is a rising from one noetic 
plane to another, from the popular to the scientific, from the vague 
to the explicit. It is the strength of the Bosanquet-Bradley logic that 
they have made this fact central in their account of knowledge. 

Thought seldom proceeds by "linear inference" from the known 
to the unknown. It proceeds by a jump to a general gross impres- 
sion, and then it comes down to the more specific details. These de- 
tails were not in the general impression, but they were suggested by 
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it. Then there ought to be verification of details by active contact 
with new observations, and then a remodeling of the general im- 
pression — and thereafter the process starts all over again. This 
movement series has been described as: "preliminary induction, 
deduction, verification" (Mill), or "hypothesis, deduction, verifi- 
cation" (Jevons and others), or "problem, placing the problem, 
adducing a new suggestion, deduction, verification" (Dewey). The 
hypothesis is, however, too often taken to be simply a proposition 
from which "deductions" are made. But far more fatal is the 
regular omission of the final step, that of ' ' remolding ' ' the hypothe- 
sis in the light of a total synoptic survey of the evidence. There are 
"the starting place, the operation, and the modification of the start- 
ing place." Here Bosanquet and Bradley have made a most 
essential contribution. They have told us indeed "how we think." 
The chief limitation of their account of the inductive movement of 
thought towards a higher knowledge plane is that they leave out the 
induction, in the older sense of the term — that is, the empirical 
aspect. Looking upon the process as an internal dialectic of coher- 
ence within thought, they slur over the empirical checks which 
actually knock a thought-process into shape by unexpected blows 
from without itself. Attention to these empirical checks it is the 
achievement of Professor Dewey's "experimental" emphasis in 
logic to have kept before us — almost in spite of Dewey himself, for 
Dewey leans back from "dualism" until he, also, nearly falls over 
into the internal dialectic account of "experience." With this 
qualification, Mr. Bosanquet 's exposition of inductive thinking, in 
his larger Logic, seems to me, when all is said, the soundest and 
most illuminating account of thinking as it actually occurs that can 
anywhere be found in those repositories of tradition, perversion, 
and untruth, the standard treatises on logic. 

As I turn from these all too crabbed criticisms of mine to the 
delightful limpid flow of Mr. R. F. A. Hoeml^'s ingratiating 
appreciation of Mr. Bosanquet 's new volume (in the Philosophical 
Review, January, 1921), and find myself agreeing, after a fashion, 
with almost everything there said, I ask myself whether it is not 
wrong so to emphasize the disagreements. But no. Much that we 
say will sound the same to careless ears. But the exact nuance is 
everything. The difference in the turn of a phrase really indicates 
that deep in our hearts there is disagreement, philosophies that are 
worlds apart. We shall agree that the Atlantic Ocean is salt and 
two plus two equals four. But when we ask ourselves what we mean 
even by these statements, the divergence will begin to appear. As 
for the opinions I have been expounding, I should not wish to 
characterize the relation of mind and the world as a "dualism." 
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But the order of nature and the order of knowledge do impress me 
as observably, empirically different; and I can not grant that the 
world-evolution is more than in part evolution of thought-con- 
tent as such. How we think is not generally how things come to be. 
I agree with Mr. Bosanquet concerning much of his account of the 
order of knowledge. I agree that the insight into isolated matter 
of fact is less good as knowledge than the insight, where attainable, 
into a system of which that fact is but a corollary. I should apply 
this conclusion to that unfortunate illustration — ^the insight that 
"two straight lines can not enclose a space" — ^which Mr. Bosanquet 
so often repeats. Mr. Russell was too optimistic when he said that 
only at the Universities of Llassa and Oxford is this now taken for 
self-evident truth! I have no insight which I can trust which 
tells me whether in physical space two straight lines can or can not 
enclose an area. Whether or no they can is a question whose solu- 
tion depends on the total evidence for the physical reality of some 
system chosen from one or the other of two great groups of geo- 
metrical systems. But this evidence itself it not merely knowledge 
of systems. Knowledge of systems can not of itself tell us what 
is empirically real. Rationalism can open and spread out before us 
the possibilities; only empiricism can select the true one. I realize 
that much which to my present knowledge now seems contingent 
may, on deeper view, be revealed as a necessary element in a wide 
system ; and far be it from me to say that all necessity is in mathe- 
matics, all contingency in ethics or art. But still I do believe that 
deeper yet, in the order of nature itself, in the very heart of things, 
we come upon contingency again. The world must ever be in some 
sense brute fact, given datum. Certain systems are real; certain 
other consistent and possible systems are not. This theory, precisely 
because it does not identify the real with either the necessary or the 
ideal, makes, it seems to me, an idealism possible, a love of and aim 
after the perfect, that is truer to the name idealism than is Mr. 
Bosanquet 's attitude of acceptance and surrender before the 
Absolute Fact. 

H. T. COSTELLO. 
Trinity College, Habtpokd. 

The Control of Ideals. H. B. van Wesep. New York: Alfred A. 

Knopf. 1920. Pp. 154. 

The author attempts to lay his finger on the cause of modern 
wars, and finds it partly in the multiplication of ideals that accom- 
panies the growth of civilization and their consequent clash, and 
partly in the deification of these ideals, the belief that they are 
over-individual and God-made. The solution of the problem he feels 



